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ABSTRACT 

"Law and the Adainstration of Justice" is a Title Jtvc 
three-year project funded by the Federal government and coordinated' 
by the Bpard of Educatiqfa^ity of Chicago, The overall goax of the 
project was to provide hVLgir school students with an opportunity to 
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System, The project offered^a diverse set of learning experiences, ' 
ranging from in-cla5s instruction to student directed workshops and 
seminars* while pre- and posttest and student survey d,ata reveal 
statistically significant" results favoring the project, tiie various 
instruments used to measure cognitive and af fective\imensions proved 
to be defective. 'Consequently, the Title IVc project could not be *• 
.properly validated. (Author/API!) > 
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"Law and the Administration of Justice" 



** Executive Summary 
"Law and the Administration of Justice" is a Title IVc 



three-year project funded by the federal government and coordinated 
by the Board of Education, City of Chicago. The overall gpal of 
the project was to provide high school students with an opportunity 
to_ learn about and be involved with various aspects of our judi- 
cial system. The project provided a diverse set of learning 
experiences ranging from in-class instruction to student directed 

workshops asp seminars. While the data reveal statistically 

\ * 

significant [results favoring the project, the various instru~ 
* -* - v * 

«* 

ments> used* to measure cognitive^ and affective dimensions / 
proved to be defective. 'Consequently , the Title IVc project 
gould not be validated! as originally planned. 

i 



* 



Introduction 



The 1979-80 school year represents the final year of a three-year 
grant for the project titled "Law and the Administration of, justice . 11 
The program is -located at Lincoln Park High School- in- District #3 of 

4 

the^oard of Education, City of Chicago and is funded, in part, through 
the Title IVc program administered by the State of Illinois. The pro- / ' 
ject is characterized as attempting to provide an educational enperience 
for students at the high school level focusing on laws of our society 
and how these laws are administered through the police, legal and court 
systems. The program is offered as an elective course with approximately 
65 students involved during the present year. 
Background 



Year One: With the onset of the school year 1977-78, the project 

* . . i , 

begun with, efforts directed toward development of course materials and 
the selection of various measurement tools • An evaluator was contracted 
to perform the evaluation on the project in May of that school year. At 
the conclusion of the first year^the cognitive tests were discarded in r 

4 

favor of a different group of tests measuring the knowledge of students 

enrolled in the program. 

Year Two: The project was in full operation with the various measure 

ment instruments in place. Substantial amounts of data were gathered 

during the year in an effort to present a substantive argument that the 

project is producing the learnings which are stated in the objectives 
t 

s 

for the program. 
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Year Three: During the summer proceeding the 1979-80 school, year, , 
a new evalx^ator was hired in an effort, to build a substantial case for 
validation. V. In particular, the desire was tp present a document to 
the State of Illinois showing program effectiveness. 



Program Validation ^ 



« i 



During early fall 1979, the evaluator performed the analysis of 



all data available to him from year two (year on whic^ validation is 
based) and, in turn, to write the necessary report using the, specified 
format from the State of Illinois. The report contained the narrative 
along with the results of data processing from the following instruments: 
Basic Law Knowledge Test 

(Criminal and Civil Justice subtests) 
Survey Questionnaire • ' 

. Semantic Differential 

The program Valuator submitted the document to the Board of 
Education/ City of Chicago, which forwarded the document to the state 
following the necessary approvals. Appendix A contains a copy of the 
validation application which was forwarded to the State of Illinois. 

The Proje^^t Coordinator received a response from the state that 
the validation application needed revisions to improve the analyses of 
the data (12-14-80) . Specifically, the state suggested that the ^ 
analyses include a more thorough investigation of the cognitive tests 
and to delete the instrumentation involving the affective domain since 
the results from the semantic Miff erential showed insignificant findings. 
In response to the state suggestion, the evaluator investigated the tests 
more (thoroughly and on January 23, 1^30, prepared a memorandum to, tjie 
Project Coordinator recommending that the project not attempt a re- 
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application for validation process. The data from the project had serious 

technical -flaw^ and\ hence, the project was incapable of establishing 

> that the gains in cognitive knowledge were attributable tq the program 

treatment, -A co^vjof the memo to the Pro ject, Coordinator is" presented 

in Appendix B of .this document. 

Tlie Department of Research and Evaluation, Board of Education, 

City of Chicago requested the evaluator to complete^ additional analyses 

* \ 

on the data in an effort to detect possible ways in 'which th6 data 



might demonstrate program successes. In response to this directive, 
and • following a more detailed analysis, 'the evaluator prepared a 
memorandum to Dr. Mueller, Research and Evaluation, Board of Education, 

City of Chicago, identifying the statistical- procedures gerf drmed' on 

* . • V , ' V 

the data and the cdrrtlusions available from the results* Again, the 

^eva^uator recommended not to apply for validation due to the seriously. 

a a flawed data. A copy of the memo to Dr. Mueller is located in Appendix 

C of thfs report • 

At the msistance of the Constitutional Right* Foundation, Chicago 
% Office, all original data and related papers were released to the foun- 
dation by the evaluator. It is the evaluator' s understanding' that the 
Foundation was intending to reanalyze the data and to prepare the 
reapplication for the validation. Evidentally, the ConstitutionaltRights 
Foundation, Chicago Office was not successful in achieveing their goal. 
Due to the fact that evaluatqxs fi^r^ projects coordinated by the Boa£d 
of " Education, City of Chicago,' are responsible for the original data 
and related documents for a period of five years, the present evaluator 
required the Constitutional Rights Foundation, Chicago Office, to sign 
a release df liability. A copy of the release # with a listing of docu- 

*r 

ments given the Foundation is located in Appendix T) of this report. 

ERIC ■ 5 
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1979-80 End of Year Results ' 



/ 



On May 7 and 15/ 1980/ the evaluator contacted the Assistant 
Principal at Lincoln Park Righ School to obtain all data from the year 
in order to perform the necessary end-of-yeat analyses • Since the 
% final test of the cognitive knowledge Was not given until the last 

week of school/ the evaluator was not .able to obtain the* data unt'il 
, after June 26th. All data were obtained on June 27, 1980. Included 
was ; 

A. Posttests of the Basic Law Knowledge for control arid 
y treatment groups . * % \ . 

• B. . Posttest versions of the "Survey Questionnaire" for the' 
treatment and control groups \ ^ 
Posttest" versions of the "Opinionnaire about Social 
Problems . " 

0; Posttest versions of the "Orientation Inventory."* 
^ The evaluator notes that none of the pretest da^ta were available 
since these d^ata were and continued to be in the possession of the "^^^ 
Constitutional Rights Foundation, Chicago Office. Further, please note 
tl^at only the posljft^sts^of the B,asic Law knowledge tests 'were graded. 
Therefore, the evaluator can only report the results from his analyses * , > 

t ' 4 

of the cognitive tests (Criminal Justice and Civil Justice subtests.) . 

/ * » , 

Each of the post subtests for both the treatment and control groups " 
were analyzed using "the validated test items based 3ji the i,tem analysis 
performed mid-year. Specifically, 21 items (from 32, originally) on* 
* the Criminal Justice test and 11 items (from 36 originally] on the„ 

Civil Justice test were used as the basis for the statistical proce^ * 
j dures. The raw scores correct were converted to percent correct and 
subsequentl^analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 1 

eric J . . 9 . V :/ > . x 
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Sciences (Version- H/ Release 8.0) * The statistics derived from the, 
initial analyses are located ^in. Table L • , . „• 

1 • • . • 

w , Criminal. Justice - Civil Justice 

Treatment Control Treatment 1 Control • 



Mean** 52.'2% . 34.8%* ' 70.4% " 46.'8%* / 

Standard 17.8% 15.7% * 13.0% > 15.4% 

deviation ,* 

Range 85% 70%- " 57.1%* ' 76.2% 

N 62 41 62 41 

*Sigkif icantJLy lower than treatment group 
**Percent cAect * ' "* 
W * ± /_ 

-Table 1: Summary data tirom Basic Law 
Knowledge Test 



A t-test was used to compare the differences between the means 

.of the treatment and control groups for each of the two tests which 

form the Basic Law Knowledge test. The ,r§sults reveal that the dif- # 

ferences are real with the probability for error at a level of less 

than .001. > Clearly, the students in the program were able to answer 

more questions correctly than those in the control group. However/ < 

t 

it must be noised that the mean percent correct for the treatment group 

is 52.2% and 70.4% on the Criminal Justice and Civil Justice tests, 

v 

respectively. 

Comparing these results with those from^last year, it is observed 
that the. treatment group achieved 54.7% and 66.6% for the Criminal 
Justice and Civil Justice -tests , respectively . The scores for last^ 



year and* for this year appear to be fairly consistent. That i«s, t£ie 
students se^m to have a better grasp of Civil justice' than Criminal 
-justice. • . ^ 

Although the pretest scores for the present year are not available 
*to the evaluator, .it is assumed that there is a statistically signifi- 
cant difference between the. pretest and posttest performance. This 
assumption is based on the similarity of student performance between * 
last year and this year, <Last«.year, it was found that there was a 
statistically significant difference between the pretest $nd posttest 
results. However, it must be mentioned that the tests used for pr'e- 
testing were different than those used for posttesti^g. Consequently, 
it is not clear exactly .what was being measured by the two different tests. 
Summary: 

During the present year., the evaluator attempted to establish the 

* * 

fact that the program titled "Law and the Administration of Justice" * 
was significant and valid. Unfortunately, the data gathering and the 
type of data gathered recommended by the previous evaluator proved to 
be fatal to the project. The present evaluator attempted to prepare a 
validation application; however, the application was returned from the 
state for reasons explained elsewhere in this final report. * Following 
a more thorough investigation of the data, the evaluator found that the 
data were too seriously flawed merit an attempt to reapply for 
validation. Clearly, the data .that are .available does show real learnings 
by students enrolled in the program.* 'When compared with a control group, 
the treatment group demonstrated statistically significant learnings. 
Finally, this report presents the analysis of data" for the end of the 
year as well as the final report for the project. 
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A Valida\tion Application 
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^PROJECT INFORMATION 



Area of Concern: 



] • . 

Responsibility and law focused 
education 



. 'Project Title,: ' 

- 'Proj'e-ct Dire^?or ; s Name* 

Phone Number: *" 
Application Agency: 



Superintendent's Name: 



Phone Number: 
Project Period : 



Expenditures 
Grant Period 



1977 


- 1978 


1978 


- 1979 




- 1980 


TOTAL 



Law and the Administration of 
Justice ' 



Phyllis Wrigfcrt 
, Lincoln Park High School 
0 2039 North Orchard Street 
Ghicago , . Illinois' '606l4 

. 31 2-787-6830 

Board of Education ) 
City of Chicago 
District 299 
. 228 North* La Salle 
Chicago 1 , 111. 60601 

» 

... Dr. Joseph Hannon 
Boardo^gd ucation 
OrCy. of Ghicago 
228 North La Salle 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 



312-641 -4l4l 



Beginning September 1977 
Ending June 1980 



Federal 
Funds 



25.746 

31.1 ?7 , 
37:42 5 

.94,328 



Total 
Funds 

. 2.5.746. 

37 M5 
94.328 
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v ABSTRACT * 
Students eiffrolled in two classes (experimental and control) 

r j ^ « ' . 

titled Law and American Society were studied to assess whether o* not 

\ - 4 

there were' significant g£lns in knowledge as a^esult of treatment. 
These students enrolled in an urban high school were also studied to 
detect whether or not there were any significant changes in attitude 
as a result oJr treatjpervfc. , v 

The data. did show significantly different results between the 
control and experimental groups. Specifically, the experimental 
grou£ showed higher gains in knowledge than the control group. There- 
fore, tlpe first Qjf the two objectives was met. 

The second objective was related to the experimental group ^show- - 
ing significantly more positive^t titudes than the control groups- 
toward law and enforcement. No- signif ican t differences were detected 
with various contrasts between groups., However, a £tr y ong sex-treat- 
ment interaction did occur. The mates tended to remain stable in 
their attitudes regardless^ of group assignment** The females, on the 
other hand, showed s^nificant changes i^S^P^e positive directions. 
Onepossible explanation is that male/s in high school established 

their point of view and it is resistant to change. Female^, on the 

- - - , - - ^ 

other hand, apparently have^a rib re "openmind" toward law 5nd enforce- 
ment. As a result of the treatment (completion of course) they tended 
to formulate a- more definite opinion; For, example, the females tended 
to\ become more positive toward: Laws, Courts, Judges, and Police* 
Officers. 
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A. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

Major purpose of program ; The program, is intended to increase 

the knowledge of students and improve their attitudes toward law 7 V 

and processes of justice in the American Society. c * 

« 

Objectives of the program : * 

Objective A : Students *Ln grades 10, 11, and 12, enrolled in the' 

Law in American Society classes at. Lincoln Park High School after 

\ 

37 weeks of treatment will increase the*ir knowledge significantly 
(p^.U5)'when compared with the control group as ascertained b~y a 
pre-and posttest or The Basic Law Knowledge test. 

Objective B : Students in grades 10, 11, and 12, enrolled in the 

< 

Law i*li American Society classes at Lincoln Park High School after 

37 weeks of treatment will demonstrate a significantly ^more (p<.05) 

* ' * 
positive attitude toward law and enforcement compared to the control 

% 

group aS ascertained by a pre-and posttest administration of a 
semantic, differential (Survey Questionnaire) . 

Identify how much change in behavior : 

Stated in above item - A:2. * 
• * 

Inter -relation ships amohg o bj ect ives : 

The objectives are considered equairy important because of the 
nature of tfye pro gleam impacting both the knowledge and attitudes. 

Changes in Objectives : 

i 
I 

There were no changes in th-e intent o.f the ob j ec tives , *h6wever , the 
current year has -an additional instrument included to detect changes 



15 



in the attitudes of the target audience. Results will be shared 
with visiting team, . 



B. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES - v 
7 . N 



Describe the -process(es) including each key element such as: 
A, What the learner di t d differently. 

In addition to teacher-baseVi>nstruc ( tion, students partici- 
pated in the following activities. 



1. Ten (Monthly) Student Workshops- these were inter or 
int ra-sch<jol . 



2. Classes in which guest resource persons^ i.e., judges; 
lawyers; law enforcement o;f f icers-ej^fcy , county, state, 
federal; probation' of ficer? ; Representatives from focal 
community organization, governmental officers; para- 
legal fields and the business community were used 
extensively.. . * 

3. Field Experiences to:' Juvenile Detention Center, 
court systems, local police stations, community and 
law-related agencies. 

4. Development of Learning Acket s-S tudent s prepared 
lear-ning packets based on their class work and 
participation at workshops and conferences. 

5. Peer Teaching - Afte'i: developing learning packets or 
attending workshops, students scheduled peer teaching 
activities for other social studies classes in £heir 
local* high^ schools. 

N * 

6. Cross-Age Teaching - Learning packets, were used by the 
students 1 in the local elementary schools. 

7. Students planned, organized and facilitated: Mock 
triafls, law week activities, leadership conf eretices , 
workshops for adults in which they used a vafiety of 
teachirig techniques-role playing, simulation, games, 
resource" person expertise, etc. 

* . -v . 

8. Students at tended .local School and community meetings 
and formed a student action group to assist in. positive 
community projects. 

9. Students contacted, interviewed,, and surveyed adults 
and other students concerning legal issues. 



-12- 



10. Students analyzed current legal issues and produced 

a law-related publication. 

♦ * , 

B. The teacher should be a highly motivated social studies major. 
While i^-background in political science and law is helpful, a 
one week inservice session is sufficient for using the suggested 
content and materials if the teacher is committed to law and 
responsibility education. 

.-\ 

The teacher was r esponsibile for assisting students in: 

> 

!• Developing confidence in themselves in preparing for 
leadership roles. 

2. .Developing skills" in the areas of: surveying techniques, 
role playing, using simulation games, preparing written 
and oral law-related materials. 

# 

3. Planning a variety of large and small group projects 
and experiences as well as individual ones. 

4. Coordinating in-school and outside activities, 

5. Finding* and contacting necessary resource persons to 
►e utilized during the year. 



ERLC 



6.» Workingwith other school classes and classes within 
the school, i.e., art crass, compu'Ce^class , filfo 
study class. 

«*» 

The basic materials used^hi the course were, developed by the 
Constitutional Rights Foundation and are available from Scholastic 
Book Services.^ Many of the teaching techniques .and strategies used 
in the course ^re available from the Constitutional Rights Founda- 
tion. The Learning Packets* and Workshop Packets will be available 
from the Law and the Administration of Justice program. Other 
•supplementary material are listed in v <ano t he r swtttwi o f the report, 

D. Additional coordinating time and/or cler ic^Jr-assistan\e for the ^ 
teacher (5 periods per week) would be advisablV^to fijily implement 
workshops and field experiences. 

m 

E. It should be noted that while the class is traditional 40 min, per 
day for the school year, it is advisable that the school allow 
flexibility in scheduling to facilitate .workshop and field experi- ^ 
ence scheduling. 

F. Parent and/or community involvement is helpful since these groups 
may provide assistance and resources. Parents may assist with 
field expediences agd may often strve as resource persons. Commu- 
nity cooperation has been found to be beneficial to both students 
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and adults involved since we a*re striving for mutual cooperation 
to solvfe community problems through "par ticipat ion . 

A listing of curricular materials used in this program as well 
as a listing of student produced materials exist in Appendix A. 



C. EVALUATION DESIGN 



v 

1. The design : The* design for the evaluation consisted of a quasi- 
experimental approach (Design 10% Campbell and Stanley) having 
the following conf iguar t ion-c 

0 i X 0 Experimental Group 

0 X 0 Control Group <~ 

Specifically, the students participating in the program (experi- 

mental and control group) consisted of a self -selec ted grWp of 

students in* the fact that they enrolled ill an elective course at 

the high school. The placement of the students in , one or the 

other sections of the elective course were largely determined by 

scheduling procedures used within^Tlie school system. Placement 

was achieved through a semi-random assignment e^ven schedule con- 

f licts£? At the beginning of the program, the students, in botfh 

^groups ^jere given a pretest for both law knowledge and assessment 

of existing attitudes, ^jince there were no statistically signifi- 

cant differences between the experimental and* control groups, the 

assumption is made that both groups were comparable at the beginning 

4*. • ' 
of the study. The results of this program are believed to be.attri- 

butable to program effects ior^ this particular high school* 

*<* * , 

2. Instrumentation : > 



Objective A : The Basip La wyKno wledge Test : Th£ Basic Law 
Knowledge Test is copyrighted by Scholastic BGok Services based on 
materials (^designed and developed by the Constitutional' Rights 
Foundation and Scholastic ftook Services during the past few years. 



Further*, the instrument was submitted to a number of reputable law 

^ firms in the Metropolitan Chicago area for scrutiny (results on 

file in project office). As a result, the Basic Law Knowledge 

Te'st^is judged as Ifaving content validity. At the time of team 

* i 
visitation, reliability estimates will be available based on 

split-half procedures. 

Objective B : Semantic Differential : The semantic differential 
(Survey Questionnaire) used for the Law and the Administration of 
Justide program had its beginning with the parent project in Los 
Angles known as "Youth and the Administration of Justice" (Constiti- 
tutional Rights Foundations, Los Angles). The parent instrument 

/ * • 

Was^titled "Student Attitude Assessment Instrument" (SAA) . The 

V 

SAA was reduced in size an/i revised by ttjejJ-.A. project to produce 

/ . ■' 

the instrument used for tiie present project. No reliability or 

validity information exists, however, the^current version is 

\ V : 
sensitive for detecting shifts. 

A semantic differential utilized to 1 detect attitude shifts 

J associated with program effects. Basically, the instrument uses 

\ 

^single concept followed by a series of bi-polar adjectives. As 

\ 

an illustration, the student responds to the concept of "laws" 

\ 

by plying a mark between t'he adjectives "good" and "bad". The 
face vaTi^ditV of the instrumentation is certainly high although 
no supportNj.vft data exist to document this specific point. Re- 
. liability offlthis instrument (constructed for thi^» particular 



^application) unknown, 



'V 3# Data gathering ! See Chant A . 

■> ■ i 

/ 10 

- y 
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CHARt A 

Record of Data Collection and Analysis 



C 



OBJECT J^B 



EVALUATION 
INSTRUMENT 



DATA COLLECTION 



COLLECTED 
ON WHOM 



WHEN 

COLLECTED 



COLLECTED 
BY WHOM 



DATA ANALYSIS 



HOW 

ANALYZED 



' ANALYSIS 
RESULTS' 



Objective A : m 

Students in grades 10, 11, 
,and.l2 enrolled in the Law 
in American Society classes 
at Lincoln Park High School 
aJitar 37 weeks df treatment 
will increase their know- 
ledge significantly (p<'.05) 
when compared with the 
control group as ascertained 
by a pre and post test of 
the Basic Law Knowledge 
Test. ! 

Objecti ve D ; i 
— i 

Students in grades \0 9 
and 12 enrolled in the 
in American Society classes " 
at Lincoln Park High School 
after 37 weeks of treatment 
\:ill demonstrate a signifi- 
cantly more (p<£ ,5) positive 
attitude toward law' and 
enforcement compared with 
the control group as* 
nsceryiihcd by "a pre and 
post test administration 
of a semantic differential 
(Survey Questionnaire) • 

I 



erJc 



20 



The Basic Law 
Knowledge Test 



Survey. Questipn- 
nair'e 



Experimental 
and Control 1 
groups f i 



V-' 



Experimental 
and 'Control^ 
groups 



! 1 



9/77 and 
5/78 

9/78 and 
5/79 ; 



Projec 
Direc 



t 

tor 



t-test 



9/77 and 
5/78 



Projec 
Direc 



t 

tor 



t-test 



9/78 and 
.5/79* 



Significant 
:t p< .05 

Significant 
at p^..05 



Selected 
signifi- 
cance at 
P<.05 
(see text) 



Selected* 
signifi- 
cance at ' 
P<.05 
(see text) 



2i 



C. The results from the preceeding year show similar gains. More 
specifically, pre/post gain for the experimental group was significant 
at the .01 level. Therefore, the knowledge gained as a result of this 
project realizes significant cnanges. (Source: Evaluation Report for 
i£78/790. * , * 

Objective B: Students in grades 10, 11, and 12, enrolled in the Law 

in American Society classes at Lincoln Park High School after 37 weeks 

of treatment will demonstrate a significantly more (p<.05) positive 

»•> m « 

attitutffc toward law and enforcement compared to the control group as 

ascertained by a pre-and .posttest administration of a sSmamtic dif- 

ferential (Survey Questionnaire). 

In order to detect changes in attitudes, the results of the pre- 

c 

and posttest administration of the semantic differential were analyzed 
in several ways. To derive the raw data for the analysis, each test 
was scored in the following manner: 

A. There were twelve dimensions on the -instrument, 

B. Each dimension has nine pairs of bi-polar adjectives, 

C. Each pair of bi-polar adjectives had six blanks with the most 
desired response assigned a value of six, ^ 

D. Therefore, each dimension could have as high as 54 points, and 

♦ 

E. The uimensions studied were: Laws, Crime, Courts, Judges, 
Attorneys, Police Officers,* Criminals, Parole Officers, 
Yourself, Justice in America, yoyr community, and your school. 

The contrasts for the analysis consisted of comparing the pre-and 

post mean scores for each dimension 'for the control and experimental 

groups. This detected pre/post changes within groups. The third 

contrast is the comparison between the two # groups on the pretest and, 



J** 



J 



-17- 



the fourth contrast was the comparison between the two groups on, the 



-post test 



Contrast One ; Comparison of pre-and posttest mean scores for control 
groups . 

Results : There were three dimensions which showed significant changes 
Yourself:' 



Pre 40.8 
Post 49.3 

Your Community : 

Pre -40.2 
Post 33.4 

Your School : 
§ 

* Pre 48.9 
Post 39.3 



Significantly (.001) more positive 

< • I 



Significantly (.007) less positive 



Signif ia^ntly (.001) less positive 



Comment : The students £id enroll in a class with the same title but 
the content and pedagogy were different. Therefore, somq changes 
\ere ant icipajt ed • These changes were not about l£w and enforcement . 
but. rather, about self -concept . 

1 V 

Contra st Two : Comparison of pre ancf.post mean score for experimental 
^ group . 

Resul ts : There were seven dimensions which showed significant changes: 

' . f 
Crime:- ? 



Pre 46.3 
Post * 43*4 



Significantly (.001)' less positi/ve 



Police Officers : 

Pre 34.2 
Post ■ 37*6 

Parole Officers : 

Pre 34.3 
Post . 41.1 

Your self : 



Signif icantly ( .joi) more positive 



Significantly (.001) more positive 



Pre 41.3 
Post 48.3 



Signif icantly (.001) more positive 
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Justice in America 



Pre 
Post 



43.4 
40.9 



Your Community : 



r 



Pre 
Post 



40.9 
35*5 



Your School : 



Pre 
Post 



47.8 
42.4 



Significantly (.025)>less positive 



Significantly (.UOl) less positive 

I 



Significantly (.Q01) less positive 



Comment : Clearly, the treatment group resulted with greater numbers 
of significant changes when compared wit'h the control group. Four 
dimensions became more negative while three showed more positive shifts, 
Interestingly, the pattern of changes shared by both groups were similar, 
j^hat is, the dimension "yourself" became more positive for both while 
'your community" and "your school" 'shifted to more negative positions. 
Most important, however, were the profound changes toward crime (less 
positive) police officers (more positive) parole officers (more positive), 
and Justice in America (less positive). 



Contrast Three : Comparison between control group and experimental 

-group on pre-test. ^ 

Result : One contrast appeared Significant at' the ^p^.05) dimension 
titled "justice in America.* All others w^re not sigAificant 

Experimental A 3. 4 sig. . 05 * 



Control 



43.4 
( 40.5 



Contrast Four ;, Comparison between control group and experimental 

group on posttest. ^ 

. Result : *No contrasts resulted in significant/differences. 

/In light, of the* surprising lack of differences between the 

control and experimental group contrasts on the posttest, a further 

) 

investigation was undertaken to detect sex differences within the experi- 
mental group. The dimensions showing significant shifts are reported 
below: 



D. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

$ 

and 12 eftolled in. the 

4 

Law in American Society classes at Lincoln Park High School after 37 
weeks of treatment will increase their knowledge significantly (p<.05) 
wh.en compared with the control group as ascertained by a pretest an,d 
posttest of the Basic Law Knowledge Test, * 

A. The Basic Law Knowledge Test was administered as a posttest in- 

* • 

strument in May ,1979, to both the experimental and control groups, 

r 

' RESULTS : ± . * 

N 

Pretest Exp. Group . N=72 M£an=29.14 S.D. = 2. 21 

Posttest Exp. Group N=70 Mean=49.63 S.D. =7. 93 

CONCLUSION ; 

Statistically significant differences ex is ts^ therefore, it is 
concluded that ttepz*ogram did realize a significantly greater increase in 
knowledge compared with the control group. It should be noted that 
the control group participated in a traditionally taught course with 
the^jame title therefore, the control group shpuld experience a gain, 
too • 

B. Tt\e Basic Law Knowledge Test was administer e'd as a pretest 
instrument in ^September 1978, to both the experimental and control * 
groups. 

RESULTS ; - \ - 

Exp* Gjroup ' N=72 Mean=<29.14 S.D. - 2.21 

Control Group N»46 Mean=29.35 S.D. = 2.21 

CONCLUSION : 

No significant differences exist therefore, it is concluded that 
grotxps are comparable. 
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Dimension - Law: 



males 
^ females 



Pre 
44.0 
^39.4 



Dimension - Courts: 



\ 



males 
£ emales 



43. 0 
41.1 



Dimension ~ Judges ; 



male s 
£ emales 



43.6 
38. 3 



Post 
43.9 
41.7 



44.9 
41.L 



42.6 
40.6 



not significant 



not significant 



significant not significant 
Dimen sion - Police Of f l eers : 

38.^ 



^7,5 



males XJ7.5 , 38r^ ' 

females 32. 1 36,7^ ) 

significant not significant 



Dimension - Criminals: 



r 



males 
females 



44.4 
37. 6 



42.2 
42.6- 



, significant not significant 
Bimension - Yourself: 



males , 
f emales 



45*5 
38.8 



47.9 
4-8.5 




Dimensi 



significant not significant 
jon ^ Your Community : 



males 44, 0 38,4 ^ 

females 39,1 38.6 » \ - % 

significant not significant 

The above results show some interesting trends* Trom among the 



seven significantly different sex difference contrasts an^^^ther data 
the following observations are made: 



A. Six of the seven contrasts for males show a stable 

attitude toward the dimensions studied.. In addition, 
the remaining dimensions (showing no sex differences) 
yield the same stable condition* Only "Your Comnjuni t y " 
resulted in a significant shift that was more negative 
and which could be interpreted as mo°re neutral or>un- 
• certain. 
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B. Females appear to be susceptible to treatment effects. 
Thftt is, they change their attitudes tc^ a more firm 
point of view rather dramatically on several of the 
dimensions . Evidently, the results for the experi- 
mental group pre- post contrasts are largely attri^a^- 

* able to 'f emale attitude changes rather than male 
attitude changes. * 

C . On nearly all dimensions , - the f emale s tended to change 
toward the .direction represented by the males. 

D. Reviewing the control group data for sex difference 
contrasts, only one dimension appears significant 
(Parole Of ficer-s) . That is, the females tended to 
have a ,jnore definite position -on the posttest (males- 
37.1, f emales-42. 6) , however, both sexes moved in the 
same direction (more .positive) . 

The sex of the experimental group t eacher r *\7aV v f emal e sV 
* while the control group teacher was male. 

* » « 

General summary : 

There were no significant changes in attitudes between the 
experimental and control gijoup on the posttest. However, the changes 
within group (experimental and control) revealed some differences. 
That is, there were thrjee signif ican t ^Ufanges 3 * within the control group 
while the experimental group showed setfen significant changes. 

The most stunning result shows a potential profound sex treatment 
interaction. The females made rather dramatic changes in the experi- . 
mental group while the mal%s in the experimental group' tended to 
remain stable' over time. Further, the females tended to move toward 
the ppsition held by tlhe males. One hypothesis related to this 
phenomenon is that the females tended to" be more neutral at the > be- 
ginning of the course. By the conclusion of the course they 'held 



more definite positions. Perhaps, they w^re .nu)re ppen-minded" than 
the males. Another hypothesis is that the males had more contact with 
police and courts (or, knew of ( cases closely associated with friends) 
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and established a def inite^ unyielding point of view prior to the 
course. \ 

• i 

Finally, a coafiounding factor may be the sex of the t-eachers in 
the control and experimental grbups. Specifically, the effects on 
the ^experimental group may have been due to the female teacher estab 
lishlng an identity for the female students. Nevertheless, .a strong 
sex-treatment interaction did appear, possibly \^ading toward the 
conclusion that f emales respond best to this course in terms of 
attitude changes. 
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* EXPORTA^ILITYg. 

* # ' **** • *" 

Education Significance ' * 

The Lav and the Administration of Justice program responds to a 
most critical and pressing need in American society. Law has become 
an increasingly complex and "pervasive instrument. Yet, it is 
estimated by thB Study Group of Law-related Education, published by 
the U.S. Office of Education, September 1, 1978, that probably no 
more than 10 percent of elementary and secondary school students re- 
'ceive any law-rented education. Numerous other studies including 
a national survey of public attitudes conducted by Yankelovich, Skelly 
and White, Inc. and the second National Assessment of Citizenship and 
Social Studies indicate an evident deterioration of attitudes by 
young adults toward the legal system and an inadequate knowledge of 
law and lack of political part icipatioiS*^ 

The Chicago Project has been successful in demonstrating sub- 
stantive gains in knowledge and an unusually high level of student 
participation and involvement in school and community affairs. (Add 
attitudinal change if we have one) ! The program is now being used 
at Corliss High School in Chicago and while post testing wl|p^not be 
complete until June, 1980 indications are that the teacher and students 
are very positive about the course of; study. 

Law education should be recognized as an intergral part <of each 
person *s, basic education for becoming a knowledgeable and responsible 
citizen and this program is designed to assist schools in meeting the 
needs expressed herein. 



f On . 
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i 

T arget Population 

It is anticipated that the program will function' successfully in 
any community regardless of size and population since all areas have 
law enforcement and related governmental agencies in .addition to school 
and community resource organizations., 



j 

^_ _Sin ce the project is law-related responsive to a pluralistic 

community, and flexible in approach. The target popuJ.at id#i may be 

junior or senior high, school students. Further, it is suitable for 
community or adult education programs. 

Minimum Adoption or Replication ' 

The adopter school any choose to utilize one or more of the 
following program units: 

10 Weeks - JuVenile Rights and Responsibilities x 

20 We£ks - Criminal Law 

10 Weeks - Civil Law 

Ihe teacher and students will be expected to meet the program 
objectives by demonstrating th^use of program strategies and tech- 
niques to include: 

1. Use of program materials as demonstrated during inservice. 
^ training to include small-group work, role playing and 

Simula tions . . j 
2 • Implementation of program components. * 
A. Workshops - Intra or inter-school. 
B v ,Peer and/or Cross-Age Teaching. m „ 

C. Field experiences to legal, governmental and community 
agencies . 
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D. Use of available commun/ity resource persons. 

E. Student participation in community and governmental affairs.^ 

Staffing and Training Requirements 

The most Essential requirements for a successful program would 
include: *' * v 

♦ 

1. A highly motivated and self -directed social studies department 
staff member. 



2. A five-day inservice training to f an/iliar ize the teacher 

with the program components, course contents, materials and. 
teaching strategies and ^ecj^liques • ^ 

raining sessions may be given on five consecutive days 
during summer, winter, or spring holidays or may include an initial 
two-day inservice to cover teaching strategies and techniques and 
program components and three additional d'ays to coincide with the 
units of study. 

ffaterdals, equipment, facilities 

» 

While no special equipment of facilities V>ther than whatsis 
normally part^of a school setting is needed, it is recommended* that 
the classroom jiave moveable desks. 

Basic Program Materials : 

The Living Law: Criminal Justice and Civil Justice Scholastic 

Book Services 

Ditto "Masters, Teachers Guide's and Manual, including Activities 
Booklets and Tests. 

"Youth and Society: Rights and Responsibilities 11 Constitu- 
tional Rights Foundat ion/ Chicago Project. 

"Student's and Schools: Rights arid Responsibilities" State 
% of. Illinois, Office of Education. 

Learning Packet Booklet - Law Project 
Workshop Packet Booklet - Law Project 

Re source Materials : 

7 ^~ 

Jit should be noted that there are many printed and audiovisual 
materials that are not essential to the operation of the program but 
that the teacher may find helpful in implementing specific program 
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content. J,ocal newspapers and free publications from various legal 
and community agencies may be available. A resource list will be 
provided at the first inservice session, j 

Replication Co sts 

' . 

Classroom Ma terials 

Program materials' including texts, manuals, teacher 
guides and test materials. ' $1,000 

*^ 

Supplementary A-V Materials -arid Simulation, Games 300 

Office Supplies \ 

It is expected* ttiat the school have normal supplies, 

however, addit ional , masters and duplicating paper 

would be desirable, & 300 

Tea^her-Training-Five'-S hour inservice days 



Payment for substitutes or stipends for teachers 

Maximum 250 

Teacher travel money - Maximum 150 



v ' ^TOTAL COST $2,000 

It, is strongly recommended that the teacher be given some re- 
leased preparation' time to coordinate program components and/or some 
clerical assistance. 

<* 

Special Problems 

For full implementation of the program, it is necessary fot the 
school administration to allow for some flexibility so that wcrr^cshop's 
may be conducted, peer and cross-age teaching schedules may be designed, 
field -eJcper iences may be arranged and resource persons may be invited 
to participate in the program. 



X 



Since contacts must be made with resource persons and law and 
community agencia^v^a telephone should be made available - for teacher 
and/or student use or clerical assistance should be provided, 

Coorperation of the school administration and staff, community 
and parental support ^nd involvement can help to ^alleviate problems 
that may result from the full implementation of, program components. 
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